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ABSTRACT 

This is part of a series of studies conducted to 
assess the use of micro-teaching and video recording as a feedback 
device in teacher education. Fourth in tha series and the first field 
test# the study was designed to test two variations in the 
techniques, feedback and type of student taught in a distributive 
education methods class at the Ohio State tiniversity. Twenty- four 
preservice and inservice teachers participated in the study, each 
teaching two 7-minute micro-lessons to peers or to high school 
students, with and without video feedback. Data collected included 
ratings on the critique forms completed by the teacher educator and 
questionnaires completed by the teachers, statistical tests were 
computed and revealed no significant differences between the two 
groups. However, responses on the questionnaire indicated that the 
teachers who had received video feedback and had taught high school 
students were more positive in attitude. As a result of this 
investigation, it was reconimended that video feedback and teaching to 
high school students be included in the teaching praGtice sessions of 
the methods class and that teachers participating in such programs be 
given intensive training in the micro- teaching format. (Author/JS) 
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independent unit on The Ohio State University campus, operates 
under a grant from the National Center for Educational Research 
and Development, U.S. Office of Education. It serves a catalyti 
role in establishing consortia to focus on relevant problems in 
vocational and technical education. The Center is comprehensive 
in its commitment and responsibility, multidisciplinary in its 
approach and interins titutional in its program. 

The Center’s mission is to strengthen the capacity of state 
educational systems to provide effective occupational education 
programs consistent with individual needs and manpower require- 
ments by : 

* Conducting research and development to fill voids in 
existing knowledge and to develop methods for applying 
knowledge. 

* Programmatic focus on state leadership development, voca- 
tional teacher education, curriculum, vocational choice 
and adjustment. 

• Stimulating and strengtheining the capacity of other agen- 
cies and institutions to create durable solutions to 
significant problems. 

• Providing a national information storage, retrieval and 
disscimination system’ for vocational and technical educa- 
tion through the affiliated ERIC Clearinghouse, 
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This report is the fourth in a series conducted from Septembe 
1967 to October, 1969 by The Center for Vocational and Technical 
Education. The series of studies in the project, "Assessment of 
Micro-Teaching and Video Recording in Vocational and Technical 
Teacher Education," were feasibility tests and demonstration and 
field tests conducted in collaboration wi a several vocational 
teacher education institutions . The investigators believe that 
those who are interested in developing and testing feedback tech- 
niques far teacher education will find these reports helpful. 

We Vi^ish to acknowledge the contribution of the members of 
the distributive education methods class , who served as teachers 
in the study, and the collaborative efforts of the instructor, 

Dr, Thomas R. White. 

The investigators are most appreciative of the encouragement 
and administrative support of this effort provided by the director 
of The Center, Dr. Robert E. Taylor; the coof^inator for develop- 
ment, Dr. Donald C. Findlay; the coordinator of project utiliza- 
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SUMMARY 



Th .0 study ^0por’t©d iasi/s wss psrL of a S0x*i©s of studios 

The center for Vocational and Technical Education to 
assess the use of itif cro-teaching and video recording as a feedback 

device in teacher education. Fourth in the series and the first 

designed to test two variations in the 
tet^hniques , feedback and type of student taught, in a distributive 

educaticn methods class at The Ohio State University durina the 
summer quarter in 1968. y uuring rne 

. Twenty-four praservice and inservice teachers participated 
n the study, each teaching two seven-minute micro-lessons^to 

Da?;%n^i Btudents, with and without video lee^ack 

included ratings on the critique forms completed 
bJ educator in the study and questionnaires cfmpleted 

sianificaJt^uftt Statistical tests were computed and revealed no 
^ differences between the groups. Responses on the 
questionnaires indicated that the teachers who had received video 

frS?ltuS students were morfpositrvf 

. , ^ result of the findings and the observations reported bv 

the teacher educator in the study and the investigators , ^it was ^ 
recommended that video feedback and teaching to high school stu- 

cl 3 c== teaching practice sessions of the methods 

class and that teachers participating in such programs be given 

teach^na^c,Jfft“'^'"'^^ sessions in the micro-teaching format and the 
teaching skills involved in teaching a complete lesson. 
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ASSESSMENT OF MICRO-TEACHING AND VIDEO RECORDING IN 
VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL TEACHER EDUCATION; PHASE IV-~ 

CLASSROOM APPLICATION OF MICRO-TEACHING AND VIDEO RECORDING 



CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 



The problem of developing effective programs of teacher ed- 
ucation for preservice and inservice teachers is an issue of prime 
concern for all educators. Of special importance to such programs 
are the education courses which stress teaching methods, courses 
which are invariably plagued with criticisms of their content and 
their modes of instruction from the students and teachers sub- 
jected to them. Two major criticisms are often expressed; lack 
of reality and lack of definiteness (Ward, 1968). Designing ef- 
fective methods courses is then a concern for teacher educators 
in all fields. This concern heis been expressed rejaeatedly by 
many leaders in vocational teacher education. In distributive 
teacher education, as in other vocational service areas, atten- 
tion has been directed toward finding ways of improving courses 
in methods of teaching for preservice and inservice teachers 
(Ashmun, 1968; Haines, 1968) . 

Such recent innovations as micro-teaching and video recording 
are possible means of improving methods courses and providing a 
start toward solving some of the problems facing teacher education. 
Allen (1967) pointed out the advantages of micro-teaching in that 
it provides teachers, in a short time, with information about 
their teaching and acts as a rtiieans of changing perceptions about 
teaching behavior. 



THE SERIES OF STUDIES 

The Center for Vocational and Technical Education has been 
engaged in a. series of studies to assess the use of micro— teaching 
and video recording in programs of vocational teacher education. 
Three previous studies were conducted to test, under simulated 
conditions, the feasibility of video recording as s feedback de- 
vice in teacher education and included variations on micro-teaching, 
learner populations, and evaluation instruments (Cotrell and Doty, 
1971) . The micro-teaching format, employed in the series of 
studies, is ideal for testing the effectiveness of various teacher 
education techniques because its inherent economy allows short 
teaching sessions with small numbers of students and permits 
practice and development of specific teaching skills. Fourth in 
the series, the present study incorporated the results of the 
three prior laboratory studies and was designed as the first field 

^ 12 



3 



It of these innovations in vocational teacher education in the 
ries , 



5POSE OF THE STUDY 

In view of the need for effective and efficient vocational 
icher education courses in methods of teaching, the study was 
ligned to test the feasibility of using micro-teaching and 
[eo recording in an actual distributive teacher education meth- 
course. Specifically, the study was concerned with the fol- 
ing innovations i 

1 . The use of video recording as a feedback tool to help 
the participants learn and practice the teaching skills 
in teaching a complete lesson. 

2. The teaching of two seven-minute rnicro-teaching lessons 
in the time formerly allotted to teachincf two independent 
10- to 15-minute lessons , 

3. The teaching of the practice sessions to high school 
students, instead of to peers, as had been customarily 
done . 



EARCH QUESTIONS 

The following three questions were formulated for invest!- 
ion: 

1- Will the application and usage of video recording as a 
feedback device significantly affect the participants ' 
teaching practice performance in the distributive teacher 
education methods class? 

2- Will the technique of having the participants teach their 
practice sessions to high school students instead of to 
peers significantly affect the participants ' performance 
in the teaching sessions? 

3. What will be the attitudes and opinions of the partic- 
ipants regarding the use of micro-teaching and video 
recording in the distributive teacher education methods 
class ? 



lEW OF RELATED IiITERATURE 

Because the study dealt with the use of micro-teaching and 
eo recording as a means of improving the effectiveness of 
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methods classes fot preservice and inservice vocational teachers, 
the review of the literature focused on readings and reports 
which had implications for such application. 

The introduction of the portable video recorder to teacher 
education brought about much discussion and innovative thought. 

It was found that the video recorder has generally been used for 
two purposes in teacher edi'cation: 1) as a substitute for live 

observations e,nd 2) as a leedback mechanism to help teachers — in- 
training analyze their practice teaching performances. While the 
potentiality of the macnine is obvious to educators, it should be 
noted that its ©ffective utilization requires knowledge of how 
the machine is best used, based on axperimentation (Cyphert and 
Andrews, 1967) . 

Stanford University was one of the first to explore ways of 
using the video recorder in teacher education. Their early in- 
vestigations brought further refinement and popularity to micro- 
teaching as a beneficial technique for guiding the practice of 
teaching skills . 

Altnough reported research on the application of micro-teach- 
ing and video recording in vocational teacher education v/as non- 
existent in 1968, several of the general teacher education studies 
located have implications for the present study. 

AijDertine (1964) found that trainees provided with the op- 
portunity to practice, to correct their mistakes from previous 
teaching acts, performed significantly better on subsequent demon- 
strations than a control group which did not have the opportunity 
to practice. Acheson (1964) concluded that the combination of 
television feedback with supervisOi.y conferences produced signif- 
icantly greater effects on subseqaen , verbal behavior (amount of 
teacher monologue) than did the supervisory conference without 
television feedback. In a study in which comparisons were made 
of the changes in beliavior of trainees who received verbal and 
video feedback and those who received only verbal feedback from 
supervision, Oliver© (1964) reported that video plus verbal feed- 
back produced greater change in certain selected behaviors than 
verbal feedback alone, Voth (1968) also found that the use of 
video feedback with student teachers resulted in a significant 
increase in the variableness of verbal interaction between teacher 
and pupil . 

In summary, the review of related literature indicated a 
general acceptance, on the part of teacher educators, of micro- 
teaching in conjunction with video recording as an effective way 
to provide teachers-in-training with opportunities to practice 
and develop pedagogical skills. 
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CHAPTER II 

PROCEDURES IN THE STUDY 



The distributive teacher education course in methods of 
teaching, which provided the setting for the study, was a five- 
Vi?eek course offered to preservice and inservice distributive 
education teachers during the Summer of 1968 at The Ohio State 
University. The study was conducted during and limited to the 
tT'Jo-week period (eight to 10 class periods) during which time two 
teaching practice sessions were usually scheduled for each meinber 
of the class. 

PARTICIPANTS IN THE STUDY 

The participants in ttie study included the instructor and 
the members of the distributive teacher education methods course 
and high school students from the local area. 

Teachers . From the 27 members of the methods course, 24 
were randomly selected and assigned to one of four groups in the 
study by means of stratified sampling to assure balanced repre- 
sentation of numbers of years of teaching experience', in each group. 

Students . Eleventh- and twelfth-grade high school students 
were employed from local high school districts to serve as stu- 
dents in the micro-teaching sessions requiring high school stu- 
dents rather than peers. Four students were assigned to each 
session and were rotated so that each teacher taught a different 
group each time. 

Teacher educator . The instructor of rhe distributive educa- 
tion methods course served as the teacher educator in the study. 

TEACHER EDUCATION TECHNIQUES 

As the 'irst field test in the series , the study was designed 
to fit the requirements of the distributive education methods 
course and was derived from the results of and materials developed 
for the three laboratory studies. The micro-teaching and video 
recording techniques were easily adapted to the methods course 
since the meitbers of the class were required to teach (their peers) 
two times and the instructor wanted to provides video feedback for 
his students . 
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Since the teaching sessions in the distributive education 
methods course v/ere customarily conducted without video feedback 
and with other class members serving as the students for "he 
session, the two variafciles chosen for testing in the stuc were 
video feedback and type of student taught. Therefore, the four 
treatment groups were delineated as follows: 

Group 1 . The six teachers taught two seven— minute micro- 
teaching lessons to a group of their peers and received 
video feedback. 

Group 2 . The six teachers taught two seven— minute micro- 
teaching lessons to a group of their peers and did not 
receive video feedback . 

Group 3 . The six teachers taught two seven-minute micro- 
teaching lessons to a group of high school students and 
received video feedback. 

Group 4 . The six teachers taught two seven-minute micro- 
teaching lessons to a group of high school students and did 
not receive video feedback (See Figure 1) . 



Video Feedback Received 



Yes 



N o 



Peers 

Students 

T a u q h 1‘ High School 

Students - 



1 


2 


3 


4 



Figure I. Matrix of Treatment G roups 



EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

The study was based on a pretest/posttest design with strat- 
ified random assignment of subjects (based on years of teaching 
experience) to treatment groups (See Figure 2) . 
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Figure 2. Experimental Design 



CONDUCT OF THE STUDY 

Before the study began the instructor of the methods class 
and the investigators established the procedures to be followed 
in the conduct of the study . Requirements of the course and time 
allotted for the teaching practice sessions were decisive factors 
in the design of the study. To comply with the micro-teaching 
format, the length of each teaching sessior /as reduced from the 
customary 10 to 15 minutes to seven minu+ ^ with both lessons on 
the same subject ( teach-replan-reteach pattern) . Since the in- 
structor want€*d all members of the class to experience video 
feedback after their practice teaching sessions, the investigators 
agreed to provide those teachers in the no video feedback group 
(Groups 2 and 4) with replays of their second teaching sessions. 

The instructor of the methods course explained the program 
to the class memijers and provided them with all the necessary 
schedules and information. After this orientation period, the 
teachers were instructed in the use of the critique form to be 
used to rate the teaching sessions (See Appendix A) . Two video- 
recorded micro-teeiching sessions were shown to the class. The 
teachers rated these sessions and compared and discussed their 
ratings with those previously completed by the instructor and the 
investigators , 
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The room in which the micro-teaching sessions were conducted 
and videotaped x^as equipped with a chalkboard, a flip chart, a 
table, an overhead projector, and four tablet armchairs, with 
additional seating provided for observers. Two video recording 
systems were used, one serving as a back-up unit in case of 
equipment difficulties. Each system consisted of an Ampex Video 
7500 Recorder, .Ampex CC-324 camera. Cannon C-16 zoom lens, Samp- 
son 7301 tripod. Zenith solid-state TV monitor, and a Norelco 
D109 lavaliere cord-type microphone with an Atlas M12 stand. 

For lighting, two 10" Color-Tran mini-lights with B5-32F 1000 
watt quartz lights were used. 

The class members participating in the study were divided 
into two sections--Groups 1 and 3 (the video feedback groups) 
and Groups 2 and 4 (the no video feedback groups) ——to prevent any 
contact with video feedback for Groups 2 and 4, The two sections 
met at different times and the teachers observed and rated each 
other's teaching sessions. 

The procedures followed in the conduct of the study were 
outlined as follows: After the first micro-teaching session, the 

teacher, the teacher educator (instructor of the methods course) , 
the class members observing the session, and the high school stu- 
dents or class members (peers) serving as students completed the 
critique forms. The teacher educator then collected and perused 
the students' critique forms. At this point in the video feed- 
back groups, the replay was viewed without comments. The next 
step for all groups involved the teacher's selection and indication 
of the particular skill he felt a need to practice in the second 
micro -teaching lesson. Then the teacher educator gaxre his obser- 
vations of the teaching session, including' in his comments any 
other points brought out on the critique forms completed by the 
students in the group. Also, other members of the class who were 
observing were given an opportunity to participate in the discus- 
sion of the teaching in the lesson. After replanning the. lesson, 
the teacher then retaught the lesson to a different group of stu- 
dents one week later. The same procedure was followed again, 
except that all sessions included the video replay. 

At the end of the second session, the 24 teachers were asked 
to complete an evaluation form (See Appendix B) . 



MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS 

At the planning lession the investigators held with the in- 
structor of 'Uie methods class , it was decided to design the study 
to evaluate the participants' skill in teaching a complete lesson. 
The measuring instruments developed for the three prior laboratory 
studies dealt with specific teaching skills, such as introducing 
a lesson and demonstrating a manipulative skill. For this study. 
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a more comprehensive measurement instrument was developed to 
serve as the critique form and for data gathering (See Appendix 



The 16 -item instrument included ratings on whether the teach- 
er did or did not accomplish each task and on the degree of the 
accomplishment , yielding, then, scores on .n accomplished scale 
and a degree of accomplishment scale. The scores on the two 
scales ranged from 0-1 on the accomplished scale (0 = did not 
accomplish, 1 = did accomplish) and 0-5 on the degree of accom- 
plishment scale (0 = did not accomplish, 1 = very poor, 2 = poor, 

3 = average, 4 = good, 5 = excellent) . . 

In addition, a 13-item open-ended questionnaire was developed 
to provide the teachers with an opportunity to express their 
opinions and reactions to their experiences? (See Appendix B) , 



PROCEDURES FOR DATA AI^iALYSIS 

The data for testing the null hypotheses posed by the three 
research questions (page 4) Vv’ere collected from the teacher ed- 
ucator's ratings (on the critique form) of the videotaped micro- 
teaching sessions and from the teachers ' responses on the ques- 
tionnaire . 

Tests of analysis of variance were computed for all major 
tests of significance (Dixon, 1967) . Decisions to accept or 
reject the hypotheses were made at the .05 level of significance. 
Though not appropriate for statistical analysis, the data collected 
on the questionnaire were used to present a summary of the par- 
ticipants' attitudes and opinions. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 



The results of the data collection and analysis are presented 
in this chapter. Included are the findings relative to the ef- 
fects of the two variables — -video feedback and type of student 
taught — on the teaching performance of the menibers of the dis- 
tributive teacher education methods class and findings relative 
to the attitudes and opinions of the participants in the study. 



EFFECTS ON TEACHING PERFORMANCE 

The first two research questions in the study, which dealt 
with the use or nonuse of video feedback and teaching high school 
students or peers, ware stated as null hypotheses and tested by 
means of analyses of variance. All raw scores were reduced to 
means for the computations (See Appendix C, Table 1) . An initial 
test of analysis of variance was computed to determine if signif- 
icant differences existed among the four groups at the outset of 
the study. As Table 2 in Appendix C indicates, no significant 
differences were found in the mean scores for the first teaching 
session, and analyses of variance ware considered appropriate for 
the remaining tests of significance. Further study of Table 2 
also reveals there were no significant differences among the four 
treatment groups on the posttest scores. 

To determine if significant differences in teaching perfor- 
mance existed between the two groups that had video feedback 
(Groups 1 and 3) and the two groups that did not (Groups 2 and 
4) , a comparison was made of their combined mean scores on both 
scales (See Appendix C, Table 3) . No significant differences 
were found. 

To determine if significant differences in teaching perfor- 
mance existed between the two groups that taught high school stu- 
dents (Groups 3 and 4) and the two groups that taught peers 
(Groups 1 and 2) , a comparison was made of their contolned mean 
scores on both scales (See Appendix C, Table 4) . No significant 
differences were found. 

Additional statistical tests were computed to determine 
whether significant differences existed between the combined mean 
scores of the four treatment groups on teaching sessions 1 and 2. 



Tables 5 and 6 in Appendix C indicate that no statistically sig- 
nificant difference was found among the treatment groups (Source 

A) or in the interaction of treatment group and teaching session 
(Source AB) . Table 3 shows no statistically significant differ- 
ence between teaching sessions on the accomplished scale (Source 

B) . However, as Table 6, Source E, Indicates, a significant dif- 
ference in performance was found for the combined groups between 
the teaching sessions on the degree of accomplishment scale. 
Figures 3 and 4 illustrate that all four treatment groups attained 
similar performance curves. The results of the statistical tests 
computed, then, indicated that no factor or combination of factors 
within the four treatment groups caused differing effects on 
teacher performance in the teaching sessions. 



PARTICIPANTS' ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS 

Since the study was the first attempt at field testing the 
use of micro-teaching and video recording, information was gath- 
ered on the attitudes, reactions, and observations of all the 
participants-“the teachers, the teacher educator, and the inves- 
tigators. 

Teacher questionnaire . After the second teaching session, 
all participating teachers were requested to complete the ques- 
tionnaire (See Appendix B) .. The 13 — item instrument was designed 
with open-ended questions so that the teachers would have the 
opportunity to express their opinions freely. The first two items 
identified the respondent's treatment group and years of teaching 
experience. Responses to item 3 revealed mixed reactions upon 
learning the practice teaching sessions were to be videotaped, 
with comments ranging from no response to "curious" to "excited 
and happy to have the experience." First impressions of the 
micro-teaching and video recording procedures (Item 4), at the 
point, after the orientation session and before the first teaching 
session, were optimistic for most of the teachers. Three teachers, 
with more than two years of teaching experience, felt that the 
situation was unreal. Skeptical reactions as to benefits they 
would receive were expressed by two teachers having less than a 
year of teaching experience. All the teachers stated that they 
clearly understood what they were to do (Item 5) . 

Item 6 concerned the teachers' final evaluation of their 
experience with micro— teaching and video recording. Their re- 
sponses seemed to set the treatment groups apart. The teachers 
who received video feedback and taught peers (Group 1) indicated 
other uses for video recording in teaching and pointed out its 
value to them. Two of these respondents felt the need for longer 
teaching time and one pointed out the boredom resulting from ob- 
serving each other teach. The teachers who did not receive video 
feedback and taught peers (Group 2) were the least responsive. 
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Not only did some of the group fail to return the questionnaire, 
but there was also a generally negative attitude in their re- 
sponses. The group in which the teachers received video feedback 
and taught high school students (Group 3) had high evaluations of 
their experiences, giving their reasons in each case. The remain- 
ing group of teachers, those who did not receive video feedback 
and taught high school students (Group 4), also rated their ex- 
periences as valuable and indicated they would have liked video 
feedback and more discussion of their teaching with the teacher 
educator . 

The seventh question asked the respondents to indicate dif- 
ferences they observed between teaching peers and teaching high 
school students. Unfortunately, some of the teachers misinter- 
preted the item and responded that they had only taught peers or 
high school students. Of the 13 teachers who did respond correct- 
ly, four indicated no differences, six preferred teaching high 
school scudents , and three preferred +eaching peers , Reasons 
given were that peers knev; the subject area and v/era easier to 
teach and teaching hr'gh school students was more realistic and 
therefore easier. 



Item 8 asked the responderits to indicate which teaching skills 
they had selected to concentrate on in their second teaching ses- 
sion. Responses included j making instructional steps clear (nine 
teachers) , stating objectives (eight) , .ummarizing (four) , and 
cosmetic effect — voice, reducing teaching time, defining terminol- 
ogy, avoiding repeating student responses (one teacher each) . 

When asked if they would have preferred to teach more under 
the micro- teaching method (Item 9) , the teachers responded af- 
firmatively with a ratio of five to one. Some indicated they 
would like to use micro-teaching in a rea.1 classroom situation 
and/or have more discussion of their teaching with video playback. 

■phere were few comments made in response to the tenth item, 
which asked for suggestions for changes in the supervisory pro- 
cedures. Those who did comment, teachers with several years of 
teaching experience, felt that more time should be given to new 
teachers and more direction be incorporated into the teacher edu- 
cator's criticisms. In addition, the respondents again noted a 
need for instructions for teaching with video recording and in- 
dicated they were bored by having to observe all the teaching ses- 
sions and evaluation periods. 

Items 11, 12, and 13 dealt with the critique form used in 
the study. In responding to the questions, most of the teachers 
indicated the form was clear and precise, though three items were 
mentioned as being confusing and perhaps needing change; items 
4, 6, and 7 (See Appendix A). 
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1. 
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his reactl^i-T^hi”i^y”I^ri^ettii educator provided 

was pleased with the overn l 1 -i- ■ " ' investigators. He 

and believed that using video feedback program 

sessions provided the par^icLfJJs \ Jh teaching practice 

their teaching. The prSJen^ed^^L^t?^ 

tions based on his observ tions of the progrJmf sugges- 

thl tlchnioueQ^®? in-depth program of instruction in 

The teachers should not have to obser^r^ 4 -v, ^ 

sessions All • o ooserve all the teaching 

cluded^’in'thr'^^^^® supervisory sessions should be in- 
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factoJ^Jf^l^^H^ of the micro-teaching sessions wss a 
factor of frustration for the teachers, especial'v the 
experienced teachers Thi= especially tne 

3^ . , , me teaGhers raceii/ed no instr^m- 

wi^h the p?Scedure.'''^^^°‘^®®®°" problems 
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2. The teachers did xiot display <iny undue anxiety about 
being videotaped. The use of video recording was not 
overly emphasized by the teaclier educator. 

3. The teachers became bored with the process of observing 
so many teaching sessions and evaluation sessions. 

4. The teacher educator made two changes in the procedure 
during the conduct of the study. In addition to reading 
the written comments, he elicited oral comments from the 
high school students participa cing in the teaching ses- 
sions, (Their responses were usually similar.) He also 
examined the teachers' critique;! forms from the first 
teaching sessions to gain some perspective of changes in 
teaching behavior. 

5. The format of the critique form needed reorganizing. 
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CHAPTFR IV 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



As part of the> series of studies conducted by The Center for 
Vocational and Tecfinical Education to assess micro- teaching and 
video recording in vocational and technical teacher education, 
the study reported here was designed as the first field test to 
determine the feasibility of two applications of these techniques 
in a distributive education methods class: feedback and type of 

student taught. The study was conducted during the two-week 
period set aside for teaching practice sessions during the five- 
week methods course offered to preservice and inservice distribu- 
tive education teachers in the Suinmer of 1968 . 

Because no significant statistical findings resulted for or 
against either of the procedures tested, except in the case of 
testing teaching skill improvement on the degree of accomplishment 
scale for all four groups, conclusions and recommendations for the 
study were based upon the results of the questionnaire and the 
reachions and observations of the participants and the investi- 
gators . 



CONCLUSIONS 



1. The use of video feedback was a beneficial technique in 
the distributive education methods class. 

2. Teaching high school students in the teaching practice 
sessions was a useful experience for the participants. 

3. The two teaching practice sessions allotted in this study 
were not sufficient for providing adequate practice of 
the teaching skills involved in teaching a complete 
lesson , 



4. The teachers participating in the study needed assistance 
in teaching by the micro-teaching format, including 
choosing appropriate lesson topics and concentrating on 
specific teaching skills. 



The critique form developed for 
pletely fulfill the needs of the 



the study did not 
participants . 



com- 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 



1. Video feedback should be part of the procedures in the 
teaching practice sessions of the methods cJass. When 
feasible , this feedback experience should b a private 

session with only the teacher and the teacher educato? 
present . 

2. Students at the appropriate age and grade level should 

be used Wi.enever possible in the micro-teaching sessions 

to provide the members of the methods class with a more 
realistic setting. .ti a muxe 



4 . 



Efforts should be made to find ways to increase the op- 
portunities ,:or participation in micro-teachi] 
in similar methods classes. 



-ng sessions 



The orientation session should include adequate ii 
tion on the micro- teaching technique, with emphasis on 
cbo^.sing appropriate lesson topics 
specific teaching skills. 



:s and concentrating on 



library of videotaped instructional models which cover 

a wide range of teaching skills and include several con- 

should be available in preservice and inservice 
teacher education programs. xnt.ej^vice 

To reduce the possibility of boredom, methods class 

should be required to observe a minimum num- 
ber of their colleagues' micro-teaching sessions, with 

opportunities for additional observations made on a volun- 
tary JDasis. 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 



Complete lesson . An act of teaching incorporating the four steps 
of instruction: introduction, presentation, application, and 

evaluation . 

Micro- teaching . A scaled-down teaching session, five to 10 min- 
utes of teaching to four or five students, in which the 
teacher participates in the full sequence of the micro- 
teaching cycle: plan, teach, critique (feedback) , replan, 

reteach, critique. 

Peer . In the context of this study, a member of the distributive 
teacher education methods class who participated in the study 
as a teacher and served as a student in sessions requiring 
teaching to peers . 

Teacher educator . A person on a university staff who is respon- 
sible for the preparation of teachers-in- training and in- 
service education of teachers :.n the field. 

Video feedback . The pr'ocedure r*sed in the study which involved 

preparing videotape recordings of all micro- teaching lessons 
to provide opportunities for the participants and the in- 
structor to view a. replay of the teaching session during the 
critique and analysis portion of the micro-teaching cycle 
and to evaluate change in teaching performance. 

r 
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APPENDIX A 
CRITIQUE FORM 



TEACHING A COMPLETE LESSON 



To the Student 

A complete lesson consists of four steps: 1) introduction, 

2) presentation, 3) application, and 4) evaluation. The intro - 
duction of a lesson "sets the stage" for your participation in 
the ac t i vi ty which is to follow. The introduction should help 
to inspire you to want to accomplish the objectives of the lesson. 

The presentation of a lesson provides you with essantial in- 
formati.on. If the teacher has presented the information or skill 
properly and you have been a good observer and listener, you 
should be ready to attempt to apply it. The presentation should 
include a summary for you to review the key points and an oppor- 
tunity for you to express your ideas and beliefs concerning the 
lesson . 

The applic ation step is that part of the lesson in which you 
immediately apply the new information or skill. The teacher should 
observe you practicing and provide encouragement, correction, or 
additional information to guide you through the experience. 

The eva.l uation step of the lesson measures your retention of 
essential information or skills that you will use in the future. 

The lesson should include all four steps; however, because 
of the limited time, the application and evaluation stage may be 
brief. It should be understood that further application and 
evaluation would be required for complete learning to take place, 
depending on the nature of the materials. 
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Direc-tions : The following items will be used by 

you to evaluate your teacher's teaching. If the 
teacher did not accompliBh the item, you will 
only mark "Did Mot Accomplish." If the teacher 
did accomplish the item, you will mark "Accom’’ 
plished" and then mark the column which describes 
how well the teacher "accomplished" the item. 

Did the Teacher in the Lesson* 



1. Have and use necassary ins truc*cional 
materials that appeal to me and help me 
gain a clear picture of what was being 
taught? (e.g., equipment, materials 

or audiO”Visual aids) 

2 . Provide opportunity for my response 
and participation? 

3. Vary the pace and methods of presenting 
the lesson so that I understood and 
remained interested? 

4. React favorably to my questions, answers, 
and Goimnents and avoid repeating what I 
said? 

5. Present the lesson so that I could easily 
follow and understand the lesson from 
start to finish? 



Did ^he Teacher in the Introduction: 



6. Link the lesson to my past knowledge or 
experience so that I could accept the 
objectives on my own terms? 

7. State exactly what the objective/s are 
in terms of what I am expected to do, 
why the objective/s are important to me, 
how I am to achieve the objectives’ and 
when I will know that I have achieved 
the ob j ec hives? 

8* Help me to acquire an interest in the 
lesson? 

(For example : Did you want to learn 

what was to be presented in the lesson?) 



DID NOT ACCOMPLISH 1 


ACCOMPLISHED 




DEGREE 

OP 

ACCOMPL. 


VERY POOR 
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Did the Teacher in the Presentation; 



9 . Talk to me and not to the instructional 

materials? (Note: In some presentations; 

e.g., one where a teacher is manipulating 
materials or operating machineiy, the 
teacher must direct his attention to 
these, but the teacher can also make the 
student feel that he is receiving direct 
attention . ) 

10 . Present each idea or step in the proper 
sequence, making each stand out? 

11 . Present only one idea or method of doing 
an operation at a time? (Or did the 
teacher present two or more ideas or 
methods of doing an operation which 
confused you?) 

12. Present the information with ease? 

13 . Have me summarize the key points rather 
than doing it himself? 

14. Clarify any key points not clear to me? 

Did the Teacher in the Application ; 

15 . Observe me practicing (mentally or 
physically applying) and provide 
encouragement, correction or additional 
information to guide me? 

Did the Teacher in Evaluation; 



16. Provide an opportunity for me to show 
how well I had learned? 
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Coinraents i 



(What can the teacher do to 



iniprov€^ the Issson?) 



Tea.cheT 
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Date 
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE 



Your help is needed i;n revising the procedures and materials for 
assessing micro- teaching and videotape recording in vocational 
and technical teacher preparation . Please answer as objectively 
as possible the following questions. 

1. Did you receives 

Video feedback after 1st teaching session? 

No video feedback after 1st teaching session? 

Did you teach: 

Peers? 



Students? 

2. How many yaars and/or months of teaching experience have you 
had? years months 



3. What were your immediate reactions after you learned your 
teaching sessions were to be videotaped? 



4- As a result of your orientation to micro^teaching and video- 
tape recording, what was your first impression? 



5. As a result of your orientation to micro- teaching and video- 
tape recording, did you understand what you were expected to 
do as a participant? 
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As a result of your participation, what is your present 
evaluation of micro-teacihing and videotape feedback? 



6 . 



7. What differences, if any, did you observe in teaching peers 
as compared with teaching students? 



8. What were the major items (teaching skill items) that you 

concentrated upon to practice in your second teaching session 



9. Would you, if course time had permitted, like to teach more 
under the micro-teaching method? 



10. What changes could be made in the supcirvisory procedures? 



Supervisor (teacher)? 



Videotape f eedbac t? 
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11 . 



What items on the critique form confused you? How could 
they be restated? 



12- Should any items on the critique form be 



A. Eliminated? 



B. Added? 



13 . Were there any items on the critique form with which you 
disagreed? If so, please indicate which ones. 
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APPENDIX C 
TABLES 



TABLE 1 



Mean Scores, Critique Form 
Teacher Educator - s Ratings 



Teaching 

Session 


Group 

1 


Group 

2 


Group 

3 


Group 

4 






Accomplished Scale 




1 


0.947 


0 . 902 


0.947 


0.895 


2 


0 .957 


0 . 957 


0 .958 


0 .958 




Degree of Accomplishment 


Scale 


1 


4 . 070 


3.676 


4 . 024 


4 . 101 


2 


4 . 367 


4 . 116 


4.374 


4 .343 [ 
-- 1 



TABLE 2 

Analysis of Variance, Teacher Educator's Ratings 
Accomplished and Degree of Accomplishment Scales 
All Pour Groups, Teaching Sessions 1 and 2 



(N = 24) 


Teaching 




Session 


Scale F Value ^ 


1 


Accomplished .500 


1 


Degree of Accomplishment * 502 


2 


Accomplished , 000 


2 


Degree of Accomplishment .360 



*Significant at .05 level if > 3.10 (3,20 d.f.) 
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TABLE 3 



Analysis of Variance 
Teacher Educator's Ratings, Both Scales 
Video Feedback (Groups 1 and 3) 
and No Video Feedback (Groups 2 and 4) 
Teaching Session 2 



Scale 


F Value * 


Accoiup 1 i B hed 


.361 


Degree of 




Accomplishment 


.0 00 



^Significant at ,05 level if 4.35 (1^.20 d.f.) 



TABLE 4 

Analysis of Variance 
Teacher Educator's Ratings, Both Scales 
Teaching High School Students (Groups 3 and 
and Teaching Peers (Groups 1 and 2) 
Teaching Session 2 



4) 



Scale 


F Value * 


Accomplished 


.361 


Degree of 




Accomplishment 


. 000 



*Significant at .05 level if ^ 4.35 (1,20 d.f.) 
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TABLE 5 



Analysis of Variance 

Teacher Educator's Ratings, Accor' lished Scale 
All Four Groups, Teaching Sessioiis 1 and 2 




A = Feedback techniques 
B = Teaching sessions 
AB = Interaction 

*Signif icant at .05 level if 3.10 
(3,20 d.f.)V 4.35 (1,20 d.f.) 



TABLE 6 

Analysis of Variance 

Teacher Educator's Ratings, Degree of Accomplishment Scale 
All Four Groups, Teaching Sessions 1 and 2 



Source 


F Value * 


A 


.720 


B 


6.670* 


AB 


. 048 



A = Feedback techniques 
B = Teaching sessions 
AB = Interaction 

*Significant at .05 level if ^ 3.10 

(3,20 d.f.}; 4.35 (1,20 d.fi) 
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